
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
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DEC 1 ^ 2010 
Charles W. Cjennan, Esq. 
Rouse Hendricks Gennan May 

^ 1010 Wdnut, Suite 400 
ot Kansas City, MO 64106 

*̂  RE: MUR 6249 
1̂  KarenPleta 

Dear Mr. Gennan: 

On February 2,2010 and Augud 16,2010, the Federd Election Conunisdon notified 
you: client, Karen Pletz, ofa complamt and ita supplement allegfag violations of certam sections 
of the Federd Election Ounpdgn Ad of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). (Copies of the conqildnt 
and ita supplement were finrwarded to yoiv client d dut time. 

Upon fiurther review of the allegations contained fa tho compldnt and ita supplement, and 
information siqsplied by your client, the Commission, on October 19,2010, found that there is 
reason to believe Karen Pleta violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441f, provisions of the Act 
Further, on December 9,2010, the Conunisdon approved the attached Factud and Legd 
Andysis, wluch seta finth the basfa for the Conmiission's determinatioiL 

You may submit any fiwttid or legd nuterfals thd you believe are relevant to the 
Commfadon's condderation of tins matter. Please submit sudi materids to the Generd 
Oounsd's Office withfa 15 days of receipt of thfa letter. T̂ ŵre qipropriate, sttrtementa dwdd be 
submitted imder oath. In the absence of additiond infimnation, tiw Conunission may find 
probable cause to believe thd a violation has occuned and proceed with conciliation. 

Please note that you have a legd obligation to preserve all documenta, reamfa and 
materids rdating to tins nutter until sudi time as you are notified tiut the Omunfadon has 
closed ita file fa dus nutter. See 18 U.S.C. § 1519. 
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Reqiwsta for extensions of time will not be routinely granted. Requesta mud be made in 
writfag at lead five days prior to the diw date of the response and specific good cause mud be 
demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the Geneid Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions 
beyond 20 days. 

Thfa matter will remafa confidentid in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(aX4)(B) and 
437g(a)(12)(A) unless you notity tiw Conunission in writing tiut you wish the matter to be made 

m 
ttn If you have any questions, please contad Maigard Ritzert or Peter Reynolds, the 
*̂  attomeys assigned to tins matter, d (202) 694-1650. 
Nil 

^. On behdf of the Conmussion, 
e 
r̂  

Matthews. Petersen 
Chauman 

Enclosure 
Facttid and Legd Andysis 
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4 
5 RESPONDENT: KarenL.Pldz MUR: 6249 
6 
7 
8 L GENERATION OF MATTER 

9 This matter was generated by a compfafat, which was subsequentiy amended, filed by 

U3> 10 Kansas City Univerdty of Medicfae and Biosciences. See 2 U.S.C. § 437(g)(a)(l). 
cn 
^ 11 U. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 
HI 

Ifll 12 A. Factual Background 

^ 13 Kansas City University of Medicine and Biosciences is an incorporated, non-profit 
rM 

^ 14 osteopathic medied school in Kansas City, Missouri. Karen Pletz, who fa an attomey, was the 

15 University's Preddent and CEO fiom 1995 to 2009. 

16 On September 26,1999, Ms. Pleta wrote a memorandum to Dr. Jack Weaver, then 

17 Chainnan ofthe Board ofTruslees (now deceased), suggesting thd the University provide her 

18 with additiond compensation so as to reimburse her fixr expenses such as politicd contributions. 

19 Complamt d 2. The memorandum fird clearly acknowledges that the Univerdty is a non-profit 

20 corporation prohibited fiom makfag politicd contributions, and then reconuncnds thd the 

21 Umversity provide Ms. Pleta with a $42,000 tump-sum payment and a $42,000 increase to her 

22 salary for die next year to persondly make the politicd contribations. Con̂ ilafatExhibit A|12-

23 4. Ms. Pleta states that, "This will enable [me] to participate mameaningfid way, beginning 

24 now, fa an unportant election year, and will also ofisd the additiond tax mvolved, so thd [I] am 

25 not pendized persondly for work-refated efforts." Id at 14. Ms. Pletz further recommends that 

26 her additiond compensation be duracterized as a "housing dlowance," so tiut it will be added 
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1 to her compensation as a separate benefit component, taxable to her, but enabling her to use the 

2 funds for the politicd reqmrementa of her job. Id at \ 5. 

3 Minutes of a September 27,1999 meeting of tiie University's Compensation and Benefita 

4 Committee and an October 8,1999 Executive (̂ nunittee meetmg reflect approvd of a lump-

5 sum rettoactive adjustment to Ms. Pleta's sdaiy and an facrease fa her annud sdary, both fa the 

^ 6 amount of $42,000.̂  Compldnt Exhibit B at 2 and Exhibit C at 2-4. Neitiiersd of mfautes 
cn 
ifll 
1̂  7 includes any specific refisrence to the September 26,1999 memorandum or any specific 
HI 

8 discussion of the reason for the sdary adjustmenta, except that Ms. Pleta's oompensation shodd 

^ 9 recognize her specid efforts and responsibilities as both a Chief Executive and a community 10 leader. Id. Findly, an Odober 8,1999 Persoimd Action Form dgned by Dr. Jack Weaver and 

11 subsequent Earnings Statementa for Ms. Pleta confirm tiut Ms. Pleta received the fimds. 

12 Compfamt Exhibita E, F, and G. 

13 The funds pdd to Ms. Pleta fa order to make politicd contributions took the form of a 

14 salary increase in 1999 and a "leaderdup stipend" fiom 2002 tiuough 2009. Although Ms. Pleta 

15 recdved $42,000 fa 1999, her annud leadership stipend grew to $195,000 by the time her 

16 employment was terminated fa 2009. Complaint d 3 and Response Exhibit 8. 

17 From 1998 through 2009, Ms. Pleta made dw following $15,700 m federd politicd 

18 contributions, $6,200 of whidi is still withm the statute of limitations: 

' Ihe Univenity's mtenid favestigation has raised questions abod die accuracy and adhenticity of Executive 
Committee meeting mmutes. Ahfaough the Umversity is still examining records prior to 2006, it believes thd Ms. 
Pleta foiged several of die Executive Conunittee meeting mmutes between 2006 and 2008 in which her leadership 
stipend was puipoitedly approved, and the meetings did nd actudly occur. Complddd3*4. Although the minutes 
may have been finged, Ms. Pleta still received die stipend diey purported to approve. See Complafat Exhibits H and 
I; see abo Response d 4. Counsel have made no determination as to dw authenticity of meetmg minutes prior to 
2006. 



MUR 6249 (KarenL Pldz) 
Factual and Legal Analysis 
Page 3 

CO 

cn 
Ifll 
HI 

Ifll 

O 
fNI 

Table 1. Federd Contributions by Karen Pleta 
Date Redpfant 

8/25/1998 Missourians for Bond $1,000 
12/3/1999 (Carnahan for Senate $1,000 
7/24/2000 Greg Musil for Congress $500 

10/17/2000 Missouri 2000 $1,000 
10/17/2000 Carnahan for Senate $1,000 
2/23/2004 Missourians for Bond $2,000 
2/23/2004 Missourians fox Bond $2,000 
3/31/2004 Cleaver for Congress $1,000 
6/16/2006 Tdent for Senate $1,000 
9/11/2006 Hddiof for Congress $250 
6/28/2007 Kay for Congress $2,300 
6/30/2007 Missourians for Bond $1,150 
11/9/2007 Friends of Bennie Thompson $500 
3/31/2008 Kay fixr Congress $500 
7/1/2009 Nodler for Congress $500 

2 

3 In an October 28,2009 text message to Dr. Howard Weaver, the new Chainnan of the 

4 Board (and the son of the former Chauman), Ms. Pleta requested that her stipend be processed, 

5 expldning that the stipends are authorized as facome to her - "as they mud be to be legd" - and 

6 mud not be directed by the institotion. Complafat Exhibit L She furtiier expldns that the 

7 stipends are 'Hised each year to garner siqiport fa the legislattue" and that "[w]e are d a criticd 

8 juncture re sponsora of the bill and pro tem and chdr conunitmenta." Id According to the 

9 complamt, prior to the October 2009 text message. Dr. Howard Weaver was not aware that Ms. 

10 Pleta's leaderdup stipend nuy have been used to make politicd conttibutions. Complaint at 4. 

11 Ms. Pleta's November 2009 Report of the Preddent indicates thd she used her leadership 

12 stipend for politicd contributions each year it was received, through 2009: 



cn 

m 
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1 I devote the stipend portion of my compensation each year to 
2 strategic support of legislative leadership in higher 
3 education/medicd education/hedth polfay. This initiative is a 
4 sttong exnmple of the effectiveness of KCUMB's conununity 
5 mvesttnent and of the leadership stipend. As a S01C3 
6 organization, the fastitution cannot lawfully make or duect 
7 politicd contributions to individud candidates or legislators. 
8 However, I have dways believed thd. I had a personal 
9 respondbility to siipport legisfative leadership m higiher education, 

^ 10 medied education, and hedth policy. Legislation incorporatuig 
11 standards to ensure continuing higli qudity m Missouri's medied 
12 education will be intioduced early in this session, largely as a 
13 result of KCUMB's leadership. 

Ifll 14 

^ 15 Complafat Exhibit H d 6. TheUniverdtyassertathatthecurrentBoaidof Tnidees was not 

^ 16 aware ofthe leadership stipend or how Ms. Pleta may have used it until the November 2009 
HI 

17 Report ofthe President. Id As discussed above, the University believes that, fixr d least part of 

18 this period, Ms. Pletz forged the mmutes of the Executive Committee meetings during which her 

19 yearly stipend was purportedly approved and forwarded those mmutes duectiy to the CFO, 

20 without infixrmfag the Board of Trustees. 

21 R University Subnussion and Pleta Response 

22 In September and October 2009, the Umveraity's Board ofTruslees recdved confidentid 

23 correspondence about a number of issues regarding Ms. Pleta's compensation and business 

24 expenses. Complaint d 1. The Univeisity tetafaed outdde counsd and appomted a Specid 

25 Committee of the Board of Trustees to conduct an intenid favestigation. Conqxldnt d 1 and 

26 Tdephone Conversation with University (̂ unsel. 

27 By December 2009, the University's fatenul favestigation uncovered documenta 

28 imlicating thd the Umversity had pdd Ms. Pleta stipends to reimburse her for both state and 

29 federd contributions she wodd inake to further the Univerdty's interesta. Id The Specid 

30 Cloimnittee presented an faterim rqxxrt regarding these documenta and other issues relati^ 
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1 Ms. Pleta to the Board ofTruslees on December 18,2009. Although the investigation is 

2 ongoing, the Board decided to termfaate Ms. Pleta's enqxloyment and report these campdgn 

3 finance violations to the Conunisdon. (̂ mplafat d 1,4 and Telqxhone Conversation with 

4 Univerdty (̂ tuisel. 
5 Ms. Pleta acknowledges receiving the leadership stipends and makmg foderd 

O 6 contributions, but chdlenges the compldnt on four grounds. 
Q 

^ 7 • The complamt does not nwd the filing requuementa sd forth fa 2 U.S.C. 
HI 8 §437g(a)(l) in thd ita signatory. Dr. Howard Weaver, swore only that he 
NH 9 executed die compldnt, and not to the contenta of the compldnt. Responsedl-

10 2. 
ST 

^ 11 • Ms. Pleta dso denies the connection between her leadership stipend and 
HI 12 contribution amounta. While she received approxunately $1,128,000 fa the form 

13 of leadership stipends over a ten-year period, she made ody $15,700 fa federd 
14 politicd contributions. Response at 5. In some years, she recdved the stipend 
15 but did not make any federd contributions; fa another year, dw made federd 
16 contributions but did not recdve a stipenti. Id 

17 • Ms. Pleta dso provided a swom affidavit attestmg tiut dw: 
18 (1) never directiy or indirectly made politicd contributions on bdialf of the 
19 Univerdty; 
20 (2) never iised.Univerdty fimds to make pditicd contributions; 
21 (3) was not obligated or expected to make politicd contributions as a condition of 
22 recdvfag the stipend; and 
23 (4) made all politicd contributions of her own fi:ee will and to candidates or 
24 causes tiut die personally supported. Response Exhibit 2. 

25 • This nutter shodd be disnussed for policy reasons, as the maximum amount of 
26 conttibutions remainfag witlun the five-year statote of limitations ($6,200) 
27 constitutes die mimmxr activity. Response d 7. 

28 Ms. Pleta acknowledges writing tiw September 26,1999 memorandum, but argues thd 

29 the memorandum is a coned statement of law, in tiut she may lawfully make persond 

30 contributions to politicd candidates and causes dut dwdcenu appropriate.̂  Response d 6. 

' Ms. Pleta dso asaeits thd the complaid cites no evidence thd Dr. lack Weaver ever received the memonndum. 
Responsed6. 
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1 Similarly, she argues that her statementa m the November 2009 Report ofthe President and text 

2 message to die Chdrman were correct statements of law: while tax exempt organizations may 

3 not make politicd conttibutions to candidates, fadividuds may make persond politicd 

4 contributions.̂  Response d 7. Ms. Pleta asserts that the Univerdty never carried out the 1999 

5 plan to provide her with a $42,000 "housing dipend," but, later m her response, reports that she 

HI 6 received a $42,000 stipend fa 1999. Response d 4,6. Ms. Pleta offers no explanation of why 
o 
^ 7 she suggested chatacterizmg the sums that would be pdd fa condderation for politicd adivity as 
HI 

KH 8 a housing stipend. 
^ 9 On Augud 16,2010, the University filed an amended compldnt identicd to the origind 
O 
r̂  
HI 10 compldnt, except for a revised jurd explicitiy attesting tiut the compldnant has dgned and 

11 swears to the content of the complamt. Ms. Pleta filed a response to the amended compldnt 

12 numtaiiung tiut it still does not comply with 11 C.F.R. § 111.4. Specificdly, she argues that the 

13 jurd fiuls to explicitiy state that the statementa are made muter the pendty of perjury and subject 

14 to 18 U.S.C. § 1001, and tiw complafat fiuls to distingddi between sttdementa based on persond 

15 knowledge and statementa based tqxon infonnation and belief 

16 Subsequent to the filing of the original comphunt and response, on March 22,2010, the 

17 Univerdty and Ms. Pletz filed suite agdnst one another fa Mfasouri Circmt Court, in which the 

18 University claimed breach of fiduciaiy duty, fraud, breach of contract, and unjud enrichment, 

19 and Ms. Pleta cfaimed wrongful termination.̂  

' Ms. Pleta seems to question the adhenticity of the October 28,2009 text message, bd admits did she sed Dr. 
Howard Weaver a text message m December 2009 requestiqg thd he approve a disbursemed of the leadeiship 
stipend fin- the puipose of uifluendng slate legislation. Response at 7. 

^ The University's suit contends thd die September 26,1999 memorandum was a fidse representdion and a pretext 
fiir her to obtain additional oompeosadon. Pdition f 24, Kansas Cify University of Medidne and Bloseienees v. 
Karen L Plets, No. 1016-CV08485 (Mo. Cir. Ct filed Maroh 22,2010). 
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1 C. Legal Anatysfa 

2 Under the Federd Election Campdgn Ad of 1971, as amended ("the Act"), corporations 

3 are prohibited from making conttibutions from thdr generd tt«asuiy funds in connection with 

4 any dection of any candidate for federd office. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). A candidate, politicd 

5 comnuttee, or other person fa prohibited fixxm knowfagly accqxtfag or receiving any corporate 

rM 6 contribution. Id Furthermore, it is tmlawfid for any officer or diredor of any corporation to 
O 
^ 7 consent to any contribution by the coipordion. Id 
HI 

Ifll 8 The Ad also prohibita a person fiom making a contribution fa the name of another 
^ 9 person, knowingly pernutting his name to be used to effect such a contribution, or knowingly 
rM 

1̂ 10 accepting a contribution made by one person fa the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441 f The 

11 Conunission's regdations fiuther prohibit knowmgly helping or asdsting any person fa making a 

12 contribution in the name of anotiier. 11 CF.R. § 110.4(bXl)(iii)- Those regdations specificdly 

13 explam that attributfag a contribution to one person, when another person is the actud source of 

14 the funds used for the contribution, fa an example of making a contribution fa the name of 

15 anodwr. See 11 C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(2)(ii). 

16 The Act addresses violations offaw tiut are knowing and willful. 5'ee2U.S.C. 

17 §§ 437g(a)(S)(B) and 437g(d). The knowfag and willful sttmdaid reqiures knowledge that one is 

18 violatfag the law. Federal Election Commission v. John a Dramesifor Congress Committee, 

19 640 F. Supp. 985,987 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowfag and willful vfalation may be esbdxlished by 

20 "proof thd the defisndant acted deliberately and with knowledge tiut the representation was 
21 fidse." United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207,214 (5di Cur. 1990). Evidence does not have to 
22 show that the defendant had a specific knowledge ofthe regulations; an inference of a knowmg 
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1 and willful act may be drawn from the defendant's scheme to disgdse the source of funds used 

2 in illegd activities. Id at 213-15. 

3 1. Compfaint Sufficiency 

4 The Act reqmres that a complafat be signed and swom to by the person filing the 

5 compfaint 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l). Cominission regulations requfae that "[t]he co/i/e/tfj of tiie 

NH 6 complamt shdl be swom to and signed fa the presence of a notary public and shdl be notarized." 
O 
^ 7 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(b)(2)(emphasis added). Respondent argues that the oomplamt, as origindly 
Km 
HI 
1̂  8 filed, did not comply with the Commission's filing reqmrementa because Complainant did not 

^ 9 explicitiy swear to the contenta ofthe complaint. The complamt, however, was later amended to 
O 
^ 10 mclude the foUowfag statement by a notary public: 
HI 

11 On thfa 5̂  day of August, 2010, before me personally appeared Howard D. 
12 Weaver, D.O., ddy sworn to be the person described herein, who executed the 
13 foregomg instrument, acknowledged thd he executed the same as his fiee act ard 
14 deed, and swore tiut the content of this compiamt fa true and- correct to die best of 
15 his knowledge. 

16 Because the amended compldnt fa fa compliance with the Act and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(b)(2), any 

17 dleged deficiency fa tlw origfad filing has been rendered moot. 

18 Respondent fiuther argues tiut the amended complafat still does not coonply with the 

19 Commfasion's filing requirementa because the Complainant has an fadependent obligation to 

20 explicitiy state thd tiw complaint was madr. under penalty of perjury and subjed to 18 U.S.C. 

21 § 1001. There is, however, no reqiurement in tiw Commission's regufations tiut a complainant 

22 explicitiy stete dut a complamt has been made under pendty of perjury and subjed to 18 U.S.C. 

23 § 1001. 

24 The Conunisdon's regdations d 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(c) state tiut "[a]ll statements made fa 

25 a compldnt are sdxject to the statutes govemfag pcijuiy and to 18 U.S.C. 1001." 11 C.F.R. 
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1 § 111.4(cXemphasis added). However, this regulation simply gives notice to compldnanta tiut 

2 dl statements made in a compldnt are automatically subject to the statutes govemfag perjury and 

3 to 18 U.S.C. § 1001, irrespective of whetiier a complafaant has explicitiy swom that effect. 

4 Moreover, the notice to complainanta provided in 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(c) that dl statementa made 

5 ma complamt are autonuticdly subjed to the statutes governing perjury and to 18 U.S.C. 

^ 6 § 1001 fa wholly independent of tiw requirement conttuned fa 11 CF.R. § 111.4(bX2) tiut "[t]he 
O 

^ 7 contents of [a] compfaint Q be swom to and signed in the presence of a notary public " 

m 8 llC.F.R.§111.4(bX2). 

^ 9 Findly, the Respondem aigues that the compldnt fdls to "dififerentfate between 
rM 

HI 10 Statementa based upon persond knowledge and statementa based upon information and belief," 

11 as required by 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(c). The Conunission has reviewed the complamt and finds that 

12 it is in substantid compliance with this legd reqiurement. 

13 2. KarenL. Pleta 

14 Based on the infixmution provided in the Univerdty's submissions and Ms. Pleta's 

15 response, it appeara thd Ms. Pleta violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441f In her September 26, 

16 1999 memorandum, Ms. Pleta requested that the Univenity provide funds to otfatit politicd 

17 expenses such as federal poKticd conttibutions. Further, between 1999 and 2009, the Umverdty 

18 providedherwithayearly stipend specifically to be iised for politicd contributions. The 

19 Univeisity's sua sponte subnusdon suggesta thd without the representation as to the need to 

20 make politicd contributions to ffalher the Univenity's. interesta, Ms. Pleta woidd not have 

21 received the leadership stipend. 
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1 a. Contributions in the Nanw of Another 

2 Altiiough Ms. Pleta clauns thd she did not make the contributions on behalf of the 

3 Univerdty, the Umversity provided Ms. Pleta with fiinds in response to her representation that 

4 she would use them to nuke conttibutions in tiie Umversity's faterest, and Ms. Pleta then 

5 proceeded to make conttibutions. fadeed, the University's fatenul favestigation concluded tiut 

^ 6 the dipend was used to make contributions. Further̂  Ms. Pleta's Report of die President actudly 
HI 

Ifll 7 states tiiat, due to her contributions, certtun legidation wodd be fatroduced "largdy as a result of 

^ 8 KCUMB's leadership." Thus, Ms. Pleta made federd contributions with the stipend, making the 

9 Univerdty the trae sotuce of contributions.̂  Therefore, the Conunisdon finds reason to believe 

10 tiut Karen L. Pleta violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441b(a) and 441f 

11 b. Knowing and Willful favestigation 

12 The infonnation presented rafaes the question of whether Ms. Pletz's violation of the Act 

13 was knowfag and willful. First, it appeara that Ms. Pleta had knowledge of the legd prohibition 

14 on coiporate contributions, fa both tiw September 26,1999 memorandum and the November 

15 2009 Report of the President, Ms. Pleta clearly states her awareness tiut the Univerdty cannot 

16 legdly make conttibutions to individud candidates dee to ita coiporate stetus, and proposes thd 

17 the Univeidty eircumvent this restriction by giving her a stipend to make the contributions. 

18 Second, Ms. Pleta's reconunendatfan tiut her 1999 sdary facrease be fidsdy Idxded as a 

19 "housfag dlowance" suggesta an attempt to coneed the nature of the funds and knowledge tiut 

20 the scheme was illegd. Further, the dlegation tiut Ms. Pleta forged Executive Committee 

' While dw University's civil suit contends dial Ms. Pleta requested all or part ofthe stipend as a fidse pretext fiyr 
additiond compensstion, this is nd inconsisted widi die conduskm d»t Ms. Pleta used the stipend to make 
contributions fbr the University. The two puiposes are nd mutudly exchisive: Ms. Pleta could have used a portion 
ofthe stipend fix* politicd contributions end converted die ndwr portion to her persond use. 
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1 nunutes further supporta a scheme of concealmem. Creating a felse record indicates an attempt 

2 to coneed the mdure of an action and knowledge that the action is illegd. See, e.g., MUR 5398 

I 3 (Lifecare Holdfags, fac.) (Commission found knowing and willful reason to believe agdnd 

4 respondenta who reimbursed contributions through expense reports, bonus payments, and 

5 retroactive safary adjustmenta). 

(0 6 However, Ms. Pleta's response and the language ofher October 2009 text message argue 

o 
^ 7 her belief dut the eonduct was legd because the Umversity did not dired her conttibutions or 
Ifll 
HI 

1̂  8 require her to report back, and she did not use the entire stipend for contributions. Further, Ms. 
^ 9 Pleta's effort to conceal her actions nuy have been directed towards limita on executive 
O 

^ 10 compensation associated with tlw Umveraity's tax-exempt status instead of concedfag the source 

11 of the contributions.̂  As there is information fa the record which codd be viewed as suggesting 

12 that the violations were knowing and willfid, an investigation is needed to resolve this issue. 

* Ms. Pleta notes did her proposed salary hicrease would be taxable to her, see Complaid Exhibit A15, mdicattaig 
did she was nd concedmg the fimds to avoid perscmal tax liability. Additionally, her use of dw term ''legal*' fa the 
Odober 2009 led message suggests a skirting of the Ad more than the tax code, as the contribdions might risk the 
Univenity's tax-exempt status bd would nd be considered ''illegal" under the Intend Revenue Code. See 26 
U.S.C. § 501(c)(3); see also The Restriction of Political Campaign Intervention 1̂  Section S01(c)C3) Tax-Exempt 
Oiganhations,*' Intemd Revenue Service, http://Www.irs.gov/charities/charitable/article/0,4d»163395,00Jmnl (hut 
visited April 27,2010). However, it is possible did Ms. Pleta mfiinndly used dw term "legd" ui refinence to 
pendssible activity finr tax-exempt organizations. 


